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PER CURIAM



Norman and Marjorie Fields appeal the district court’s' grant of summary
judgment dismissing their 42 U.S.C. § 1983 claim arising out of the City of St.
Robert’s (the City) decision to condemn and demolish the Village Inn Motel. We
affirm.

In 1985, Norman Fieldsdesigned and built the 60-room Village Inn Motel near
St. Robert, Missouri (Building 1). In 1987, Fields designed and built a second
building (Building I1) at theVillagenn sitewith seventy-two additional motel rooms,
apartmentsand commercial office space. OnJune 14, 1999, Building | was damaged
inafire. TheCity’sBuilding Code Official, Robert Sielky, inspected thefire damage
and in the course of his investigation observed or received information regarding
unsafe conditionsin Buildings| & Il. Based upon hisinspection, Sielky condemned
Buildings | & Il citing imminent danger to human life and public welfare. The
condemnation order was appealed to the City’s Board of Appeals, and following a
series of public meetings the City issued afinal order directing the buildings to be
demolished.

Thereafter, the Fieldses filed a § 1983 action against the City alleging
violations of the First, Fourth, and Fifth Amendments, aswell asthe Equal Protection
and Privileges and Immunities Clauses of the Fourteenth Amendment, each of the
U.S. Constitution. TheFieldsesalso alleged violations of 42 U.S.C. 8§ 1985 and state
civil conspiracy laws. Finaly, the Fieldses sought a declaratory judgment and
injunctive relief. The City moved for and was granted summary judgment on all
claims? On appeal, the Fieldses argue the district court erred in summarily
dismissing their Fourth Amendment claim and their procedural and substantive due
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*TheFieldsesabandoned their Fourteenth Amendment and § 1985 claimsat the
summary judgment proceedings.
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process claims under the Fifth Amendment. The Fieldses also contend the district
court erred by denying their motion to file an amended complaint.

We review de novo the district court’s grant of summary judgment, applying
the same standards as the district court. Dulany v. Carnahan, 132 F.3d 1234, 1237
(8th Cir. 1997). Wewill affirmthe grant of summary judgment if therecord “ show][s]
that there is no genuine issue as to any material fact and that the moving party is
entitled to ajudgment as amatter of law.” Fed. R. Civ. P. 56(c). When considering
the facts, and the inferences to be drawn from them, we do so in the light most
favorabletothe nonmoving party. MatsushitaElec. Indus. Co. v. Zenith Radio Corp.,
475 U.S. 574, 587 (1986). We concludethedistrict court properly granted summary
judgment and because an extended discussi on would add nothing to thewell-reasoned
order of the district court, we affirm by virtue of 8th Cir. R. 47B.




